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and 1960s), there was very little migration of
animals outside the park. Consequently
there was very little threat of them trans-
mitting brucellosis to cattle and horses and
undulant fever to humans.

Excess of elk and buffalo in Yellowstone
National Park have destroyed woody species
such as willow, aspen, cottonwood, alder,
serviceberry, etc. along the streams and riv-
ers. This ecological change in vegetation has
almost eliminated beaver, deer, moose and
many species of waterfowl in the park.

Beaver ponds are critically important to
the fishing streams and riparian areas. Bea-
vers, needing cover and forage, are almost
nonexistent. Streams no longer meander
through lush meadows with woody shrubs
providing shade and cover for fish, but are
increasingly becoming one wide shallow
gravel bar after another. Destruction of the
natural woody species has caused the Lamar
River, Gardiner River and other streams to
erode their banks and create sterile gravel
bars. This not only causes soil erosion but
creates very poor fishing habitat and is a
sorry sight to look at.

The animals rights groups and other so-
called environmental organizations such as
Sierra Club, Wilderness Society, Greater
Yellowstone Coalition, etc. should focus
their attention on the land abuse being done
to Yellowstone Park resources. However,
shouting about bison being shot brings more
money into their coffers from people who do
not understand the whole problem. If pres-
sure were brought to bear on Yellowstone
National Park to take care of its own prob-
lem, the situation could be solved.

It is time for Yellowstone Park personnel
to accept their responsibility and face up to
their problem of too many animals and deci-
mated rangeland resources.

It is time they were honest with them-
selves and the public. It is time Yellowstone
Park becomes a good neighbor to Montana,
Wyoming and Idaho and stop jeopardizing
the brucellosis-free livestock industry. After
many, many years of mismanagement it is
time for Yellowstone National Park to start
managing its 21 million acres of natural re-
sources with integrity and professionalism.
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Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, today my
colleague from Texas, Mr. BENTSEN, and I are
introducing a bill, the State Occupancy Stand-
ards Affirmation Act of 1997 to assert the
rights of States in establishing occupancy
standards for housing providers. Currently,
there is no Federal law to establish the num-
ber of people permitted to live in a housing
unit. It is imperative that we ensure that States
retain the right to set reasonable occupancy
standards; our bill does just this.

There is a national consensus that the ap-
propriate level for most apartment properties is
two people per bedroom. Most States have
adopted a two-per-bedroom policy, and HUD’s
own guidelines state that this is an appropriate
level to maintain public housing and section 8
housing. Our bill goes one step farther to in-
clude infants. The reasonable standard, in the
case that States don’t have a standard, is two

persons plus an infant per bedroom. Beyond
this level, the negative effects of overcrowding
can be triggered, including decreasing the
stock of affordable housing.

However, HUD’s Fair Housing Office has
initiated legal actions over the past 3 years.
And then in July 1995, HUD issued a memo-
randum, without any consultation, that would
pressure housing providers to rent to substan-
tially more than two per bedroom or be poten-
tially subject to lawsuits charging discrimina-
tion against families.

All types of housing providers, including
managers of seniors housing and public hous-
ing, were dismayed with HUD’s proposal. If
this change were permitted to stand, it would
adversely impact all involved in housing, from
tenants who could be crowded into inadequate
housing, to housing providers who would have
to provide services for more residents than
they may be equipped for, and whose property
would deteriorate.

In the fiscal year 1996 omnibus appropria-
tions bill, Congress disallowed HUD from im-
plementing its July memorandum. But we
need to go one step farther.

The bill we are introducing is a simple clari-
fication of existing law and practice. It says
that States, not HUD, will set occupancy
standards and that a two-per-bedroom plus an
infant standard is reasonable in the absence
of a State law. American taxpayers have spent
billions of dollars on HUD programs designed
to reduce crowding. It is time to ensure that
overcrowding will not be a possibility.
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Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, today I rise on
behalf of the Honorable CHARLES B. RANGEL
and myself to introduce H.R. 1095, a bill that
would correct a technical error originally con-
tained in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1993. Specifically, the bill would correct
the definition of the term ‘‘Indian reservation’’
under section 168(j)(6) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code. This definition of the term ‘‘Indian
reservation’’ applies for purposes of determin-
ing the geographic areas within which busi-
nesses are eligible for special accelerated
deprecation (sec. 168(j)) and the so-called In-
dian employment tax credit (sec. 45A) enacted
in 1993. As I explain in further detail below,
the bill corrects the definition of Indian res-
ervation for purposes of these special tax in-
centives so that, as Congress originally in-
tended, the incentives are available only to
businesses that operate on Indian reservations
and similar lands that continue to be held in
trust for Indian tribes and their members. It is
my intent to incorporate the provisions of this
bill into to a larger bill, which I plan to intro-
duce later this session, containing technical
corrections to other recently enacted tax legis-
lation.

Section 168(j)(6) of the Internal Revenue
Code provides that the term ‘‘Indian reserva-
tion’’ means a reservation as defined in either
(a) section 3(d) of the Indian Financing Act of
1974 (25 U.S.C. 1452(d)), or (b) section 4(10)
of the Indian Child Welfare Act of 1978 (25
U.S.C. 1903(10)). The cross-reference to sec-

tion 3(d) of the Indian Financing Act of 1974
includes not only officially designated Indian
reservations and public domain Indian allot-
ments, but also all ‘‘former Indian reservations
in Oklahoma’’ and all land held by incor-
porated native groups, regional corporations,
and village corporations under the provisions
of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act.
Thus, contrary to Congress’ intent in enacting
the special tax incentives for Indian lands in
1993, the reference to ‘‘former Indian reserva-
tions in Oklahoma’’ in the Indian Financing Act
of 1974 results in most of the State of Okla-
homa being eligible for the special tax incen-
tives, even though parts of such ‘‘former In-
dian reservations’’ no longer have a significant
nexus to any Indian tribe. For instance, it is
my understanding that the entire city of Tulsa
may be located within a former Indian reserva-
tion, such that any business operating in Tulsa
qualifies for accelerated depreciation under
present-law section 168(j).Providing such a tax
benefit to commercial activities with no nexus
to a tribal community would frustrate Con-
gress’ intent to target special tax incentives to
official reservations and similar lands that con-
tinue to be held in trust for Indians. Busi-
nesses located on official reservations and
similar lands held in trust for Indians were pro-
vided special business tax incentives in order
to counter the disadvantages historically asso-
ciated with conducting commercial operations
in such areas, which were expressly excluded
from eligibility as empowerment zones or en-
terprise communities under the 1993 act legis-
lation (see Internal Revenue Code sec.
1393(a)(4)).

The bill I am introducing today would modify
the definition of Indian reservation under sec-
tion 168(j)(6) of the Internal Revenue Code by
deleting the reference to section 3(d) of the In-
dian Financing Act of 1974. Consequently, the
term ‘‘Indian reservation’’ would be defined
under section 168(j)(6) solely by reference to
section 4(10) of the Indian Child Welfare Act
of 1978, which provides that the term ‘‘res-
ervation’’ means ‘‘Indian country as defined in
section 1151 of title 18 and any lands, not
covered under [section 1151], title to which is
either held by the United States in trust for the
benefit of any Indian tribe or individual or held
by an Indian tribe or individual subject to a re-
striction by the United States against alien-
ation’’ (25 U.S.C. 1903(10)). Section 1151 of
title 18, in turn, defines the term ‘‘Indian coun-
try’’ as meaning ‘‘(a) all land within the limits
of any Indian reservation under the jurisdiction
of the United States Government, notwith-
standing the issuance of any patent, and, in-
cluding rights-of-way running through the res-
ervation, (b) all dependent Indian communities
within the borders of the United States wheth-
er within the original or subsequently acquired
territory thereof, and whether within or without
the limits of a state, and (c) all Indian allot-
ments, the Indian titles to which have not been
extinguished, including rights-of-way running
through the same’’ (18 U.S.C. 1151).

Accordingly, amending section 168(j)(6) of
the Internal Revenue Code to define the term
‘‘Indian reservation’’ solely by reference to the
Indian Child Welfare Act of 1978 would carry
out Congress’ original intent in enacting the
special Indian tax incentives in 1993 by elimi-
nating from eligibility those areas in Oklahoma
which formerly were reservations but no
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